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Block 
Reagan’s 
Crude 
Attempt at 
Censorship 


By T ownsend Hoopes 

Washington — President Rea- 
gan’s Directive 84 on-“8afeguardiag 
national security infonaatlon,” a fla- 
grant piece. -of right-wing lealotiy, 
would repress tirgravely distort First 
Affl odm ent freedoms. Fortunately, 
Congress recently provided a tempo- 
rary reprieve by passing a measure 
that postpones the effective date of 
the directive until >^ril 1, President 
Reagan has signed t^t measure, per- 
haps reflecting a dawning awareness 
in the AdmlnlitratioD that this crude 

attempt at mass censorship should be 

reconsidered. 

The centerpiece is the req u i r e m ent 
for a pre-publication review that 
would be imposed on present and for- 
m« Federal Government officials. 
Ibis is a brazen move to emasculate 
the First Ainendment ri^ts of per- 
haps 100,000 employees, indudlng 
those at tbe highest Icn^. 

It would require these pec^le, while 
in Federal Government service and 
after they have left the Goverameot, 
to submit all of their writings and 
public utterances lor review, whether 
or not the subjeo relates In any way 
to that service and whether or not any 
classified Informatlan is involved. 

An spohesman has 

said that the review reoulremwit 
covers only writings a hput “intelll. 
^^jaatten.” but the language of 
the directive covers not only books 

^ m^Mine articies but also gtte n 

to w editor, book r^ews, speeches 
Moreover, the re- 
quirement has do time limit — it is a 
'lifetime sentence. . " 


The Constitution forbids the Gov. 
emment to impose prior restraint on 
speech; historically, the Government 
has Invoked only limited censorship 
even in wartime. No responsible per- 
son denies the Federal Government's 
need to protect against disclosure of 
information truly crudal to national 
security interests, but this directive 
would create a comprehensive sys- 
tem of prior restraint without preoe- 
dent in United States history — and 
without any justification based on the 
record. It wcnild mark tht beginning 
t>f an expansion of the Government's 

power to censor, whldi coijd bt un- 
limited. 

The directive would severely affect 
the quality of public debate on inues 
of overriding importance, especially 
issues of defense and fordgn pdicy. 
It is precisely those people required 
to si^ the constricting agreements 
who can provide valuable guides to 
future policy maiHng Xo ^require 
them to submit their works lor clear- 
ance would of course Inevitably di- 
minish the candor, and thus tht In- 
trinsic value, of what they write. 
Their books would not fully reflect 
their insights gained in Government 
service, policy maiHng would be 
the poorer for diminished public de- 
bate..-. 

How much would the nation have 
lost If it had been forced to make do 
with only the sanitized views of, say, 
Henry L. Stimson, George F. Kennan, 
David £, Lilienthal, George W!. Ball 
azxi DeanAcbeson? 


bate, the nitpicking review process 
could effectively destroy the author's 
opportunity to intiuence that debate. 
Some books have been 
tfe Ctttial Ag^^cy 's 

ciea^ce procedum for two veaii T 
^ have then emerg ed only because 

the auttor co nc eded critical points 

points he felt he eoul^ h*vf 
.ccnirt but which he forfeited to end the 


delay and to avoid a costly, time-con- 

sumioE lawsuit r" 

In addition. Directive 84 mi ght 
oblige publishers to police an author’s 
' adbetence to his dearaniee 
meat It remains an open queetioo 
< whether the Govemmeot would be 

able to confiscate revenues earned by 

; a publisher from a manuset^ writ- 
ten by a person who had violated a 
dearance agreement This uncer- 
tainty, too, could tTMtf* publishers 
wary of accqning manuaalpts writ- 
ten by former officials. 

If the American people will look 
. squarely at the factt and Ixtqdlcatlons 
of Directive 84, they will not allow 
this absurd and dangerous situation 
to continua — in a country built upon 
the free and unfettered exchange of 
_ Ideas. 

’ Townsend Hoopes is president of the 
Nhssod^on o/Amerioan Fubtishers. 


. The directive wodd place the Gov- 
ernment squarely astride the pubUsb- 
Ing process, flagrantly interfering 
wltbfreeej^reesion. Government of- 
ficials would judge srtiat is n ew s w or- 
tfay In prospective bodes end artldes. 
At the very least, their pertldpatlon 
would introduce paralyzing delays in 
the publishing process; sudi delays 
could wither the Incenttve to write 
and publish political worics, espe- 
dally vdien the material is topical 
and perishable. 

Even If the Federal Government 
avoided blatantly irimne a book,-the 
directive would subject the publish- 
ing process to conditions certain to 
produce the same result For exam- { 
pie, the directive requires that writ- ' 
ten materials be submitted to the 
Government before an author even 
approaches a publisher. If the subject 
of the book or artide related to a topi- 
cal public issue vdiose resolution piv- 
oted on the outcome of luttlonal de- 
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